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Abstract
A survey research design was used to examine the
relationship between organizational structure and personal
and teaching efficacy.

Subjects were drawn from a randomly

selected 15% of the teachers of students with
Emotional/Behavioral Disorders (E/BD) in the state of
Virginia.

A researcher constructed questionnaire was used

to gather data on the attitudes of organizational structure,
and an instrument developed by DiBella-McCarthy, McDaniel
and Miller (1995) was used to determine high and low
teaching and personal efficacy.

Fifty-three percent of the

questionnaires were returned and analyzed with independent
sample t-tests and a one-way Analysis of Variance.
An independent sample t-test comparing organizational
structure and teaching efficacy was found to be significant
(t=-2.31, df= 63) at the .05 level.

Further research is

recommended to explore relationships between isolation and
interaction of special educators with other teachers in the
school.
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The Effect of Organizational Structure on Perceived
Teaching Efficacy in Classrooms for Students with Emotional
and Behavioral Disorders
The job of a teacher is a challenging one. No one can
fully prepare a person for the types of situations or
students a teacher will have in the classroom year to year.
How a teacher perceives his or her role will have an impact
on the class, the students and the learning that will take
place in the classroom. Likewise, the attitude a teacher
brings to the classroom everyday can affect student
achievement, placement, motivation and behavior. Beliefs
regarding self efficacy, as an educator, may influence
motivation and approaches to new situations. Teachers with
low self efficacy are more likely to avoid challenges and
decrease efforts to help difficult students (Ashton

&

Webb,

1986). Clearly, a sense of efficacy plays an intricate part
in students' and teachers' lives.
Bandura (1977) defined self efficacy as an individual's
perception of his or her ability to perform a task. It is
the belief that behaviors will lead to a desired outcome and
the belief that one possesses the competence to execute the
behaviors required to bring about that outcome. People who

l

I

have the confidence to use appropriate skills can
demonstrate the effort necessary to succeed in the situation
(Miller, McDaniel, 1989).

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

8

Self Effiqacy
For the purpose of this thesis, efficacy includes
personal teaching efficacy and teaching efficacy. Ashton and
Webb (1986) define teaching efficacy as a set of
expectations related to the impact a teacher has on student
performance despite outside factors which may affect a
student in the classroom. Personal teaching efficacy was
defined as a teacher's perception of his or her own teaching
abilities and the ability to bring about student learning.
These beliefs influence teacher motivation and effort. They
may also influence teacher student interaction as well as
student achievement (Ashton & Webb, 1986).
Through experiences teachers develop a generalized
expectancy about student academic performance and behavior
as well as a stronger belief in their own coping abilities
(Bandura, 1977). Furthermore, a person's behavior is not
only determined by a general outcome, but also by a sense of
self efficacy (Bandura, 1978). Bandura found that a person
high on both efficacy and outcome expectancy will respond in
an assured, active manner. A person with low outcome
expectancy, but high self efficacy, will increase efforts to
improve. Conversely, people low in both areas will give up
readily if they do not reach their desired goal (Bandura,
1978). Bandura's theory yields alarming effects when applied
to a classroom setting. If teaching efficacy is the way
teachers view the general relationship between teaching and
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learning (Ashton et al., 1983), low outcome expectancy and
low efficacy could drastically affect how a teacher responds
to the learning ability of a student.
Gibson and Dembo (1984) found personal teaching
efficacy to represent an integration of teaching efficacy
and personal efficacy. These researchers, however, suggested
that beliefs regarding efficacy are applied in a general
sense of effectiveness and not in a specific situation. They
continued to say that personal teaching efficacy is the best
predictor of teacher behavior. DiBella-McCarthy, McDaniel,
and Miller (1995) developed a Likert scale to help determine
a teacher's sense of teaching self efficacy and personal
teaching efficacy. They defined a high sense of teaching
efficacy as believing i� the students and their ability to
learn despite their background or disability. Teachers with
a high sense of teaching efficacy expect a student from a
dysfunctional family to be just as likely to succeed when
given proper instruction as a student from a more enriched
background.
A teacher with a lower sense of teaching efficacy may
feel his or her ability to make an effective change in the
student is limited by external factors, such as background
(Ashton & Webb, 1986). Thus, this may decrease the teacher's
motivation to seek out effective teaching techniques for
lower achieving students.
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(1995) also defined high and

low personal teaching efficacy. A teacher with high personal
·teaching efficacy is confident in his or her teaching and
ability to make a difference with a student. This confidence
also enables the teacher to develop a positive relationship
with students. A teacher with high personal teaching
efficacy feels he or she possesses the necessary skills to
teach all students despite outside variables. However, a
teacher with low personal teaching efficacy lacks self
confidence about his or her own competence as a teacher,
specifically his or her ability to overcome student
disabilities and negative outside variables
(DiBella-McCarthy, 1995).
Ashton et al. {1983) described teachers with a low
sense of teaching efficacy to perceive the student as unable
to learn. This belief in universal helplessness leads to a
negative expectation and doubt that the teacher can motivate
certain students. The teacher believes that no other teacher
would be able to teach the student and tends to show little
stress or dissatisfaction in his or her own teaching
performance.
When teachers are low in personal teaching efficacy,
they show negative expectations, but they attribute this to
a personal helplessness in motivating students. This type of
low efficacy is likely to produce high stress, guilt or
shame. Ashton et al. {1983) found this distinction important
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in order to help improve the teacher's efficacy in the
classroom. Teachers who are assured of their ability to
teach, but who are doubtful of the student's ability to
learn, may need to learn different strategies than those
teachers who are more assured of the student's ability and
doubtful of their own competence.
Teacher Efficacy and Student Achievement
Several researchers discussed the general importance of
a positive sense of efficacy in achievement of students.
Teachers in high achieving schools spent more time on
instruction and demonstrated greater concern for student
achievement (Dembo & Gibson, 1985). A teacher's sense of
efficacy is positively related to improved student
performance.

Ashton and Webb (1982) found a significant

relationship between a teacher's sense of efficacy and
student achievement on the Metropolitan Achievement Test in
high school classes of math and languages. Brophy and
Evertsen (1977) added that teachers tended to have higher
expectations for those students who performed well on the
Texas Teacher Effectiveness Study. These teachers assumed
personal responsibility for their students' learning. When
these same teachers encountered problems with their
students, they viewed them to be obstacles to overcome, not
as an indication that the student was incapable of learning
the material.
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Clearly, a teacher's sense of efficacy may affect
student achievement and, in turn, student achievement may
influence a teacher's sense of efficacy (Dembo & Gibson,
1985).

Since a teacher's sense of efficacy is related to

student achievement gains, it is important to determine how
teachers with different levels of efficacy conduct their
classroom. This may help explain how some teachers can
produce better student learning than other teachers (Dembo &
Gibson, 1985).
Gibson and Dembo (1984) conducted a study with
elementary-aged students to examine the affects teacher
efficacy can have in the classroom. They found that some
areas that may be affected are classroom organization,
instruction and teacher feedback given to students
experiencing difficulty. The authors found that teachers
with high efficacy spent more time checking and observing
seatwork. The study also showed that low efficacy teachers
spent almost 50% of their observed time in small group
instruction. On the other hand, high efficacy teachers spent
only 28% of their time in small groups. These teachers also
spent more time in whole group instruction when compared to
low efficacy teachers. Similarly, Kounin (1970) found that
high efficacy teachers allocated twice the amount of time to
whole class instruction than did low efficacy teachers.
McDaniel and DiBella�McCarthy (1989) cited research on
teacher effectiveness which demonstrated more effective
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teachers use large group instruction more often than less
effective teachers. In addition, they are able to keep
higher rates of on task behavior during instruction.
In a study conducted by Kounin (1970) high efficacy
teachers were able to engage their students with more on
task behavior in the entire class while instructing small
groups than were low efficacy teachers. Low efficacy
teachers had a more difficult time keeping students on task
and were less likely to redirect on task behavior after a
disruption.

Conversely, high efficacy teachers were more

likely to redirect students working independently and were
able to answer student questions while working with another
small group.
In addition, there was a difference found between high
and low efficacy teachers when comparing teacher feedback
patterns to incorrect student responses. Gibson and Dembo
(1984) found teachers with low efficacy were more likely to
give the answer, ask another student, or allow another
student to call out before a student was able to answer.
High efficacy teachers, on the other hand, were more
effective in guiding students to the correct response by use
of questions·.
In a sample of high school and middle school teachers,
Ashton et al.

(1983) ascertained that more high than low

efficacy teachers demanded high academic standards,
expressed clear expectations, and focused on academic
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instruction. They also kept good class control by sustaining
student on task behavior. In the high school sample of
teachers, high personal teaching efficacy teachers provided
a welcoming classroom environment and encouraged students to
take part in classroom activities.
Many teachers who work with low ability students tend
to develop a low sense of teaching efficacy due to slow
progress made by the student (Dembo, 1985). More negative
perceptions are developed because of their failure
experiences. However, when teachers demonstrate a high sense
of teaching efficacy, they feel their attention can
positively affect the student despite slow progress and low
academic ability.
Soodak and Podell (1993) conducted a study on the
effect of teaching efficacy on referral chance. Results
indicated that teacher's sense of efficacy has a significant
effect on their judgement regarding the appropriateness of
regular education placement for students with learning
and/or behavior problems. This supports the belief that
teacher efficacy is a critical influence on teacher decision
making (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Gibson & Dembo 1984).
In another study Meijer and Foster (1988) found that
higher efficacy scores were correlated with low ratings for
referral chance. Surprisingly, students with learning
problems have more of a chance for special education
referral than students with behaivor problems. Students with
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both a learning disability and emotional disturbance are
even more likely chance of being referred for special
education services.
Effect

on student Behavior

How a teacher perceives student behavior in the
classroom has been shown to affect the teachers' perception
of his or her performance (Ashton

&

Webb, 1986). Teachers

with a low sense of teaching efficacy develop negative views
of student ability, teachability, and behavior. They come to
expect more disruptive behaviors. Teacher may eventually
view these misbehaviors as threats or challenges to their
authority and control. These teachers tend to be less
tolerant of misbehaviors of students who they feel are
beyond their help.
Ashton and Webb (1986) found that teachers with high
teaching efficacy perceived their students as teachable, and
worthy of their time and effort. Contrary to low efficacy
teachers, they do not see misbehaviors as intentional or a
threat to their control, nor do they expect more disruptive
behavior.
Researches have shown low efficacy teachers may
perceive control as more important and dedicate more time
trying to gain control of the disruptive behavior than a
high efficacy teacher would (Dembo

&

Gibson,

(1985). When

disruptive behavior did occur, low efficacy teachers were
more likely to show frustration than high efficacy teachers.
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Research has been conducted to explore the relationship
between personal attributes of more and less effective
teachers of students with emotional disorders. It was found
that students with emotional disorders who viewed their
teachers as warm and empathetic, experienced a significant
gain in academic achievement level (Ashton & Webb, 1982).
Teacher education and self efficacy
Teachers often complain they are not trained to deal
with difficult situations in the classroom (Hermanowicz,
1966). As a result, many teachers develop inadequate
feelings about themselves and their capabilities when
realizing they do not have the skills needed to succeed in a
particular situation (Dembo

&

Gibson, 1985). Gibson and

Brown (1982) analyzed differences in teachers' efficacy and
personal teaching efficacy patterns in relation to levels of
professional training and teaching experience. They found
that teachers with the least amount of experience had the
least confidence in their teaching skills, but the highest
teaching efficacy scores among teachers. This indicates a
strong idealistic belief that they could overcome external
factors with good teaching. Harnessing this optimism may do
a great service to the teaching profession.

Dembo and

Gibson (1985) suggested that new teachers demonstrate high
teaching efficacy, but have a low view of their personal
teaching efficacy.

As they gain more experience, they

become more confident in their personal teaching efficacy,
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but become less assured of their ability to make a
difference in their students.
A teacher with high teaching efficacy is more likely to
seek challenges, continue efforts with a slow progressing
student and remain more tolerant of problem behaviors.
Empowering teachers is one way to increase teaching
efficacy. Success in the classroom enhances efficacy, making
teachers more likely to succeed (Ashton & Webb, 1986).
Ashton et al.

(1983) suggested educating teachers in

how to analyze the specific areas of their teaching in order
to help them identify the source of their inefficacy. This
may solve problems before they develop into a sense of
helplessness. DiBella-McCarthy et al.

(1995) developed a

scale that helped teachers identify areas of personal or
teaching inefficacy. They included suggestions to alter
current beliefs held in each area.
The first of these is a development of a positive mind
set. Educators with a positive mind set and strong beliefs
in themselves better student learning. These teachers expect
the student to be successful and work toward that goal. In
addition, teachers must believe in the potential of the
student and view the student's disability as a challenge,
not an obstacle. Finally, teachers should take pride in the
smallest of accomplishments and share it with the student.
Realistic expectations should be set for both the
teacher and the student. Goals set too low may decrease
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motivation for the student as well as the teacher, and
provide little incentive to work hard. Goals set too high
may also decr�ase motivation and lower self-esteem,
eventually leading to a sense of failure.

For these

reasons, it is important to check student's current level of
performance and set appropriate goals for instruction.
Actively seeking support from home and school is
another important factor when improving efficacy.
Organizational and support variables are helpful in
attaining strong efficacy. Good communication with staff and
administrators is always helpful. Interaction with coworkers
c�n help improve self-esteem as well as enhance teaching
efficacy.
DiBella et al.

(1995) continue by discussing methods to

improve personal teaching efficacy. They began by suggesting
identifying and adapting skills to meet the students needs.
Teachers must match personal skills and talents to the needs
of individual students. More importantly, they must
recognize what extra effort is necessary for improvement.
Providing more direct instruction to groups of students
and maintaining high rates of student interaction may also
help increase efficacy (DiBella et al., 1995). The use of
effective direct instruction, in a group setting, will help
provide for better demonstration and content. In turn, it
will be easier to monitor student learning and more
interaction through out the lesson will result.
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Specific academic feedback of student progress is
helpful in increasing on task behavior and decreasing
potential behavior problems. A final suggestion given is to
initiate and maintain a program of student assessment. The
teacher should collect information on the student's
performance assessing progress made toward the goals set for
that student. This will help give guidelines in determining
what material needs to be retaught or described in a
different way or if the student can move onto new material.
This feedback will show the teacher as well as the student
that progress is occurring and motivate them to continue
their efforts.
Organizational Structure and Efficacy
Dembo and Gibson (1985) suggested that one important
issue impacting teacher effectiveness is how factors in
organizational structure relate to teaching efficacy.
Administrative support, as well as support from colleagues,
can increase a teacher's ability to implement effective
academic programming in the classroom (Farber and Miller,
1981). According to Ashton and Webb (1986), empowering
teachers to advocate for themselves and their classrooms is
one way to help enhance teaching efficacy. This can be
achieved by working with administrators in making decisions
about class size and services provided for their programs.
Participation in such decision making may help teachers feel
they

have some control over their professional lives.
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Special educators tend to feel overwhelmed by large
case loads, lack of appropriate services and support from
administrators and other staff members. This promotes a
lower sense of efficacy (McDaniel (1989). Special educators
may also feel isolated from the rest of the organizational
structure. This feeling may stem from student demands and
lack of interaction with other teachers.

Since teacher

attitudes are influenced by contact with others in the
organizational structure, increased collaborative
relationships can lead to a heightened sense of efficacy
(Dibella McCarthy et al., 1989). Inservices addressing
interventions which encourage collaborative techniques and
shared problem solving can lead to an increase in teacher
sense of efficacy.

Dembo and Gibson (1985) argue that new

special educators can be influenced by factors in their
organizational structure such as administrators' and other
teachers' support.
Some research that implicates organizational structure
in relation to teaching effectiveness. The purpose of this
thesis, therefore, is to investigate the relationships among
teaching efficacy and personal teaching efficacy and
organizational structure. It is hypothesized that teachers
with high teaching efficacy will also have high ratings on
organizational structure. Teachers having low teaching
efficacy will rate organizational structure low.
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Methods
sample
The sample for this study was collected from the
population of all educators teaching students with
Emotional/Behavioral disorders (E/BD) in grades K-12 in
Virginia.

A random sample of 1st of all the public school

divisions in the state was taken and all teachers of
students with E/BD in these school divisions, grades K-12,
were surveyed.
Instrument
Part

The instrument was a three-part questionnaire.

one contained demographic information regarding the sample.
This included items such as gender, number of years teaching
experience, and grade level currently taught.
Part two of the questionnaire asked questions about the
organizational structure within the teacher's school.

The

items in this section were based on the information gathered
in the literature review.

Examples of items in this section

included: planning time provided for the teacher, attitude
toward administrative support, inservices provided for
teacher education, and regular education teacher acceptance
of students with E/BD.

A four-point Likert scale format

with 16 items was used to gather this information.

The

scale ranged from Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree, with
scores ranging from 16-64.

A high score indicated a strong

positive attitude toward the organizational structure.
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The instrument was field tested using 20 graduate
students in the field of special education.

The field test

assessed clarity of both the directions and question items
on the questionnaire.

The instrument was adjusted by the

suggestions made by the field test data.
The third part of the questionnaire was also a Likert
scale developed by DiBella-McCarthy, McDaniel, and Miller
(1995).

The scale was meant to measure teachers' perceived

Teaching and Personal Teaching Efficacy.

The instrument is

a five point scale ranging from Strongly Disagree to
Strongly Agree.

Four columns indicate various levels of

personal teaching efficacy and teaching efficacy.

A score

above 25 in Column A, indicates a strong sense of teaching
efficacy.

A score of 20 or above in Column C indicates a

lower sense of teaching effectiveness.
efficacy is also assessed.

Personal teaching

A score of 25 or above in Column

D indicates a sense of high personal teaching efficacy.

A

score above 20 in Column B shows a low sense of personal
teaching efficacy.

Information addressing reliability and

validity were not available for this instrument.
Procedure
Permission was obtained from the Superintendent or
Special Education Director in each school division
participating in the study.

Participation was voluntary and

all data have been held confidential.

No information

identifying participants, schools, or school divisions has
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Once permission was obtained, a packet

containing a comer letter explaining the purpose of the
research, the three part questionnaire and a self-addressed
stamped envelope were mailed to all E/BD teachers in the
school division.

The questionnaires were returned directly

to the researcher upon completion within a four week period.
Data Analysis
Years of teaching experience and the scores rated on
the organizational structure questionnaire were computed
using a Pearson-r.

Independent sample t-tests were used for

examining differences between years of teaching experience
and High and Low scores of Personal Teaching Efficacy,
years of teaching experience and Teaching Efficacy, and
differences between organizational structure and High and
Low ratings on the Personal and Teaching Efficacy
questionnaire.
A one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was computed to
find differences among means of the ratings on the
organizational structure questionnaire and the three grade
levels indicated on the demographic questionnaire.
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Results
A total of 120 questionnaires were distributed to the
schools participating in the study.

Sixty-four (53.32%) of

the questionnaires distributed to the teachers in classrooms
for children with Emotional/Behavioral Disorder (E/BD) were
returned within four weeks of distribution.
Demographic Information
Analysis of data showed that years of teaching
experience ranged between one year and twenty-eight years
with a mean of 10.26 years and a standard deviation of 7.57
years.

Grade levels included elementary, middle, and high

school.

These were evenly distributed with 22 (34.38%)

elementary, 21 (32.81%) middle, and 21 (32.81%) high schools
represented.
Efficacy Information
The data used from the efficacy questionnaire were
gathered from the responses in columns A and D of the
instrument.

Column A represented scores for Teaching

Efficacy and Column D represented scores for Personal
Teaching Efficacy.

In both of these columns, a score over

25 characterized High Efficacy and was represented by a 2. A
score below 25 characterized Low Efficacy and was
represented by a 1. Scores on this instrument ranged from
19-34.

Ninety-four percent responded with High Teaching

Efficacy and 98% responded as having High Personal Teaching
Efficacy.
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Organizational Structure Information
The organizational structure instrument contained 16
items.

Ten of the items were positively stated where

Strongly Agree was rated as a 4.

six of the items were

stated negatively where Strongly Agree was rated as a 1.

A

low score on this instrument reflected a negative attitude
toward the organizational structure.

The scores ranged

between 16 and 64. The mean score on the instrument was
41.64.

Several independent questions on the organizational
structure questionnaire yielded interesting results.
Ninety-Five percent of those surveyed agreed that the
administrators in their building supported the special
education program.

Ninety-two percent indicated that the

regular education teachers feel they are improving the
academic skills of their students.

Seventy-one percent of

those surveyed agreed that there was not enough time to
communicate with other teachers in their school.

Fifty-four

percent indicated that there were little or no inservices
provided to further educate.teachers about exceptional
students.

When asked if they felt isolated from other

teachers in their school, 46% agreed they did feel isolated.
Ninety-two percent felt they were viewed as a professional
by administrators and other teachers in the school, and 95%
would teach in the same school if given the opportunity next
year.
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Statistical Analysis of Data
A Pearson-r was calculated to determine any
relationship between years of teaching experience and the
scores rated on the organizational structure questionnaire.
No significant relationship was found between these two
variables (r=.16 p<.05) (See Table 2).
A one-way Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was computed to
test for significant differences among means on the
organizational structure scale and the three grade levels.
No significant difference was found among the means for
these three groups (F(2,63)=.41 p<.05) (See Table 1).
Independent sample t-tests were computed between years
of teaching experience and Personal Teaching Efficacy and
Teaching Efficacy respectively.

Number of years teaching

experience was used as the dependent variable and the High
and Low scores for Personal Teaching Efficacy were used as
the independent variable in the t-test.

The other t-test

was calculated using the number of years teaching experience
as the dependent variable and the High and Low scores for
Teaching Efficacy as the independent variables.

No

significant differences in the number of years teaching were
found between High and Low Personal Teaching Efficacy
teachers.
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An independent sample t-test was also performed to
compare mean scores on organizational structure and Teaching
Efficacy.

This comparison was found to be significant

(t=-2.31, df=63) at the .05 significance level.
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Discussion
Only one statistical analysis was found to be
significant in this study.

This significance related the

scores of the organizational structure questionnaire to the
mean scores of High and Low ratings for Teaching Efficacy.
Several factors on the organizational structure
questionnaire related to research discussed in the
literature review.

some of ·this research included attitudes

about isolation and communication with other teachers and
administrators in the school.

In the present study, forty

six percent of those surveyed indicated they felt isolated
from other teachers in the school.

Seventy-one percent

agreed that there is not enough time in the schedule to
communicate with colleagues.

DiBella-McCarthy et al. (1989)

support these findings by indicating these two factors can
lead to a decrease in self efficacy for teachers.
Farber and Miller (1981) suggested administrative
support as well as support from colleagues can increase
teachers' efficacy in academic programming.

The current

study reported ninety-five percent of those surveyed
indicated support from administrators.

Ninety-two percent

reported regular educators felt they were improving the
academic skills of students with E/BD.

These findings may

reflect the high ratings on the organizational structure
questionnaire and efficacy scale.
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The high ratings on these two portions of this study
lend support to the idea that special educators are treated
as professionals in their field.

Ninety-two percent of the

teachers in E/BD classrooms indicated they are viewed as
professionals. Ninety-five percent of these special
educators would teach in the same school next year.
Dembo and Gibson (1989) suggested that novices in
special education demonstrate high teaching efficacy, but
have the lowest personal teaching efficacy.

As they

continue teaching, these views are reversed and teaching
efficacy is lowered.

The data obtained in this study is not

consistent with that research.

Information collected in

this study suggested that Teaching Efficacy is still at a
high rate even after ten years of teaching.

There was no

research to indicate specific percentages of high and low
ratings of personal and teaching efficacy in the literature
review;

however, it seems plausible that the ratings of

Personal and Teaching Efficacy would have been more evenly
distributed.

This may be due to several factors that

limited the validity of this research.
Limitations
Several limitations existed in this study.

The sample

size of subjects was only pulled from 15% of the schools in
Virginia.

Only 53% of the 120 questionnaires distributed

were returned.

This low return rate may have affected the

results of this study.
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The organizational structure questionnaire was self
constructed using information drawn from research in the
literature review.

The efficacy scale was not standardized.

This caused some difficulty in the manner in which the
scores were interpreted.

High and Low efficacy were

determined by scores reflected in columns A and D of the
instrument.

This inconsistent scoring procedure may have

affected the unequal group sizes.

Unequal group sizes were

obtained for High and Low Personal and Teaching Efficacy.

A

large majority of those surveyed were categorized as having
High Personal and Teaching Efficacy.

This unequal group

size would have affected the statistical analyses conducted.
Recommendations and Future Research
Organizational structure and its relation to teacher
efficacy needs to be further researched.

Several of the

items on the organizational questionnaire yielded consistent
responses and are supported by research.

Factors in the

organizational structure which may be further researched
include isolation from and corrnnunication with colleagues,
planning time, and inservice training to educate general
education teachers in the needs of students with
disabilities.
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Trisha Barker
705 Oak St. Apt. H
Farmville, Va.·23901
(804)392-5203
To Whom It May Concern:
I am a graduate student at Longwood College in Farmville,
Virginia. I am currently conducting my Master's thesis
in special education. I am. requesting permission to·
distribute a three part questionnaire to the teachers in
your school division who teach students with
Emotional and Behavioral Disorders. My study focuses on
the rel ationsnip of organizational structure to perceived
teaching efficacy for teachers of students with Emotional
and .Behavioral Disorders (E/BD). Since the study
incl udes opinions teachers have about their
organizational structure, it is important that the
questionnaire be sent directly to the teacher and
returned directly to me. Participation is voluntary and
the teachers will be guaranteed confidentiality and
anonymity. The questionnaire should take no longer than
15 minutes of their time. I have enclosed a sample of
the questionnaire they will receive.
I will follow-up this letter with a phone call
approximately ten days after mailing to ensure that the
letter was received and to answer any questions you may
have. Your permission, at this time, will be greatly
appreciated. It would be of great assistance if you
would have the number of E/BD teachers in your division
availabie, at this time, as well. If you are interested
in the results of my research, I ·will be glad to supply
you with a·summary upon request.
Thank you for your time and cooperation.
Sincerely,
Trisha Barker
Longwood College
Graduate Student
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Trisha Barker
705 Oak St.; Apt. H
Farmville,_ Va. 23901
{804)392-5203
Dear Special Educator,
As a special educator you are familiar with the
importance of team work and support in the school to make
your job as easy and successful as possible. I am
interested in your point of view as to how cooperative
the administration and other teachers in your school are
in supporting your efforts.
Currently, I am conducting
my Master's thesis which focuses on the relationship
these organizational factors have to your role as an
effective teacher.
Permission was obtained from the Superintendent or
Special Education Director in your school division to
collect information on how you perceive these factors in
your school. Participation in this study is completely
voluntary and you are guaranteed confidentiality and
anonymity.
Your input is critical for the completion of this study.
I would greatly appreciate it if you would return the
enclosed questionnaire in the envelope provided within
the next week. If you are interested in the results of
my research, I will be glad to supply you with a summary
upon request.
Thank you for your time and attention�
successful school year.

Have a safe and

Sincerely,
Trisha Barker
Longwood College
Graduate Student
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Teacher Efficacy Questionnaire
Part!
Demographic Variable
Please respond to all questions as they apply to you and your current teaching situation.
Male

Female

Number ofyears of teaching experience___
Degree(s) held B.S._ M.S._ Other_
Number ofyears teaching in present school_
Number ofyears teaching in present placement_
Lincerisure(s) LD_ EJBD_ MR_ Other_
Grade level taught Elem_ Middle_ High_
Type of classroom model: (check all that apply)
_ Resource room (60% or more time in regular education)
_ Se-Ifcontained (60% or more in special education)
_ Mainstreaming (Consult with regular education teacher about students progress)
_ Collaboration (Co-teach with regular education teacher)
_ Other (please describe situation)_____________
Number of Special Education students currently teaching ID_ E/BD_
MR

Other

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

Figure I. Self-Efficacy Quiz

Consider each statement belowand Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with il There are five possible ratings:
(1) Strongly disagree (2) Disagree (3) Neutral (4) Agree (5) Strongly agree
In the box next to the statement, please write the number that best describes your opinion or your self-perception.

. · · · · . . . · · · · . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . ... . · · · · -· ·-· · · · · · · -· -· ·-· · · · · · -· · · · · -· -·-· ·-· · · · --·· · · · -· · · · · · · · · o . · ·-· · . . .
· -· · · · .
. -___,. . . . •· • . . . . . . . · -· · ._..... ... . ·--·• ·----. . . . . . . . . . . . . ..
□
···--·-·········· ·······
·-···· · · ·············· ........ · -· · · · · ·-· · -· ·--·· · · · · -· · · · · · · □
I am confident In my abifrtiesas a teache.t

D

Wilh the right techniques and materials, all students can learn•

When a coileague boasts about student progress I feel Inadequate.
. ............

· · ·-·---·· · · · · ·-· · · ·-·-· · · · · · -·-· -----·· ·--·· · · · · ·•

My entl1IISiasm for teaching maxes me an effective teacher.

····--··· ··················· ······· . . ...

are challenges. not obstacles, that motivate teachers to do a better job.
I am making a difference in the lives of irry students.
Students' disabilities

.

... ... --,-----················..·

····-··-·..-·-···-··········•·••··················. ........ ... .

□

··•

······ ·o
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•• •••• •••• •

•

••

There is fillle I can do to influence Change in a student from a dysfunctional or broken home. ·
- ·····-····..... ··-············ ······-····-··········
·-·····---· ··--··... ...... .... .... ... ·-·····... ··-···- ·If students did not actout in class, I could do What I am trained to do-{each.

.

o

······ .. .... ············ ·· ··

·
·
·;���h: .... ····················· .....o ·.· · - . .
c��;
rs
s�;�es ���;:;�
��ij;;;;ii
1;;;·;·�;;;-�ii��-.;��ii·�·;� ;��d·�;·i���
·· ·······-·····················-······ · ·•· ... ········· ······............
·
·
.
·
·
i �� n�; ;;;;;i·;-� ;i;;,;�ci �ot i�.
· ·· · ··· · · ·

o

.

A teachl!f is only one person; only a mirade can help some kids.

·o

............................. . ....... - , ···············-··.... . ............ .. ····If teachers provide a positive role model for students, even those elllleriencing
negative influences at home can succeed.
-· .. . ·---- . .
............ ,-.. ,.________ -···••·•·· ·--····-··--............. . .. ..... .... .
.
··-·····. . . ·······..
My studerns' progress is a reflection of my teaching.

·□-·· ······ ·· · · •··· · o
· ·-·-·
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. . · --· · · · · · •· . . . . care
· · · · · · · · ··· · · · · · · · · · · · · •· · · ·. · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·
o
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. . . . ·-·-· ·-· · · · . . · · ---· · - . . . . . . · · · -· · ·-·--· · . . . . . . . . . .. · ·-•· ·-· · · · · · · · · · · · . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..· · · · o . . ... . · ·- . .
. . ..
· ·
c;;;�d tead)�·�-;�f� �-; �i;;/res�·� �;;;;_;;����·����;··· ··i�· a·-ching.
· · · · · · · -· · · · · · ··. D- · · · · · · · · · · · · · · o
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. . . .. . .

Teachers have little effect on student motivation to leam•
My studentS knOw that I

about them, and they tJy han:I to meet my expectations.

Effective tead!e,s are powerful influences in the lives of their students.
· ·
.
Most �f my-���:�;:;;·.;;b� �

Powerful teaching can overccme many negative homeenvironmentll factor.!•

There is little I C3l'I do to help a student who just doesn't care a.bout learning.

I am canfident In my subject matter and can answer Sllldents' questions in depth.

A teacher's influence on student achievement Is limited compared to tile inftJence of the home environment .
In some subjects I feel I am just a page or two ahead of my students.

Certain disabilities of my students interlere with my a.lillly to teach them.

When my sllldents fail to make tile expected progress, I get discouraged
and begin to doubt my skills as a teachet
....
Add up your responses in each column.
Total

·············· ·· ·· ········ ···· ······ ·.

..

.

........ ... .... ···-•···•·····.. ... . .. ...... ..
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Teacher Efficacy Questionnaire
Part Ir
Organizational Questionnaire
Please use the following scale to indicate your opinion about your present teaching situation.
Strongly Disagree (SD) Disagree (D) Agree(A) Strongly Agrse (SA)
1. The administrators in rey school support the special education program.

SD D A SA

2. There is enough pianning time in rey day to get work completed.

SD

3. The regular education teachers do not want fey students in their
classrooms.

SD D A SA

4. The paperwork I am required to complete takes time away from
teaching my students.

SD D A 3A

5. The administrators inmy school view me as a professional.

SD D A SA

6. The regular education teachers feel I am improving the behavior of
the students in my class.

SD D A SA

7. Ifecl isolated from other teachers in the school.

SD D A 3A

8. If given the opportunity, I would teach in the same school
ne:ictyem-.

SD D A SJi..

9. The administrators in rey school are not accepting of the students
inmydass.

SD D A SA

10. The regular education teachers feel I am improving the academic
skills of� students.

SD D A 3A

11. Schecluling conflicts with other classroom teachers disrupt
individual teaching time with rey students.

SD D A SA

1 :Z. Inservices are provided to enhance knowledge of exceptional
students.

SD D A 3A

13. Administrators do not demonstrate effective disciplinary procedures
with my students.

SD D A 3A

14. Regular education teachers understand the needs of my students.

SD D A 3A

15. There is enough time in the day to communicate with my colleagues.

SD D A 3A

16. Given the oppcrr-....nity, I would teach the same special educlltion
pc;:ufaticn ::e:c ·:eu.

SD D A SA

D

A SA
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Tables
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Table 1

Comparison Between Grade Level and Organizational
Structure Mean Scores

Source

Sum of
Squares

Between
groups

38.2811

2

:I.9.1405

Within

2925.97

63

46.4441

Total

2964.25

65

Mean
Square

. 4:I.

3.14
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Table 2

Relationship Between Organizational Structure and
Teaching Efficacy

Group

Number

Mean

SD

Teaching Efficacy

9

39.222

3.93

Pesonal Teaching
Efficacy

57

44.631

6.831

*ll <

.05.

-2.31*

